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DETAILED ACTION 
Priority 

1 . Applicant's claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(e) is acknowledged. 
However, the provisional application no. 60/170,302 upon which priority is claimed fails to 
provide adequate support under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 for claims 93-120 of this application. While 
the "Description of Enhancements for the Scientific- Atlanta Resident Application (SARA) 
Release 1.14" reference discloses that the user may utilize selectable color templates for the 
IPG (Page 41 - 44), the particular limitations wherein a graphical element, font 
characteristic, or color scheme is particular associated with both a "first and second software 
module" does not appear to be disclosed or suggested. Furthermore, details pertaining to the 
storage of such information in memory sections of the set-top terminal (STT) do not appear 
to be disclosed. Accordingly, in light of the provisional application the instant application 
will be examined in view of its filling date of 19 October 2000. 

2. With respect to applicant's claim for priority as a continuation-in-part to co-pending 
application No. 09/590,488, the common subject matter of the earlier application merely 
relates to the overall system architecture of the utilized by the instant application (Figures 1- 
2) and illustrates similar GUI screen-shots. The subject matter of the '488 application, 
however, does not support the claimed subject matter of the instant application relating to the 
customization of the display so as to adopt a common look and feel across multiple 
applications. Accordingly, the claims of the instant application shall not receive priority to 
the earlier application and shall be examined in view of the filing date (19 October 2000). 
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Response to Arguments 
3. Applicant's arguments filed 13 September 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

With respect to applicant's remarks pertaining to the rejection of claim 93, in response to 
applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness 
by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & 
Co., 800 F. 2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Applicant's first argument regarding claim 93 is that the proposed combination does not 
teach "storing first and second sets of color specifications in a first section of memory in the 
STT, wherein each of the first and second sets of color specifications specify a plurality of 
colors", the examiner respectfully disagrees. The Ellis et al. reference as further indicated by 
the applicant teaches that the STT contains platform resources including fonts, colors^ etc.. 
The particular storage of "colors" is interpreted as the reference being operable to store a 
plurality of "color specifications" in respective implicit memory sections of the set top box. 
Given that the platform resources including colors are stored by the platform or set-top-box, 
it is unclear as to how such would not be stored in "sections" associated with addressable 
locations in memory. The claim does not require that the "sections" be necessarily 
associated with different physical memory structures. As to the Crayoft et al. reference being 
non-analogous art, the reference clearly indicates that its teachings may be applied to any 
type of display system having a user interface (Col 4, Lines 21-34). Given that the Ellis et al. 
reference utilizes a set-top-box (STB) (which is essentially a computer that is operable to 
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receive and process video signals) so as to facilitate a display system having a user interface, 
it is the examiner's position that the teachings of Craycroft et al. are both analogous and 
applicable to the Ellis et al. system. 

In regards to applicant's second argument that the proposed combination does not teach 
"enabling the first and second software modules to access the first set of color specifications 
stored in the first section of memory", the examiner respectfully disagrees. As 
aforementioned, it is the examiner's position that the Ellis et al. reference discloses the 
particular usage and storage of "color specifications" so as to particularly facilitate the usage 
of "first and second software modules" associated with the program guide and plurality of 
non-program guide applications. As to the reference teaching away, the claim requires that 
the software modules (such as those associated with the non-program guide applications) 
merely access the aforementioned color specifications. It is the examiner's understanding 
that the API facilitates the access to these color specifications (display resources) so as to 
"enable the first and second software modules to access the first set of color specifications 
stored in the first section of memory" (further details pertaining to the API can be found in 
Ellis et al. (US Pat No. 6,665,869) previously of record and further explicitly incorporated by 
reference (Page 19, Line 16-20)); in order to consistent user interface (ex. same color 
scheme). 

Regarding applicant's third argument that the proposed combination does not teach 
"outputting the second structured visual presentation including the at least one graphical 
element . . . the examiner respectfully disagrees. As is illustrated in the plurality of Figures 
of the Ellis et al. reference illustrating the user interface or "structural visual presentation", 
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the interface is replete with structural "graphical elements". For example, Figure 6 clearly 
illustrates the usage of "graphical elements" including boxes, backgrounds, icons, etc. The 
Craycroft et al. reference, whose teachings as previously set forth are applicable to any 
system having a user interface, also clearly illustrates a "structural visual presentation" 
wherein the user is operable to specify a "set of color specifications" associated with a given 
theme for the user interface wherein in order to generate the particular theme the system 
relies upon the appropriate graphical resources in order to maintain a consistent interface 
associated with the theme across applications 

With respect to applicant's remarks pertaining to the rejection of claim 1 12, the 
applicant's assumption that the previously presented rejection was directed towards claim 
1 12 versus the indicated claim 105 is correct and the typographical error has subsequently 
been corrected. 

In regards to applicant's arguments numbered 2-4, regarding the proposed combination 
failing to teach particular elements, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references 
individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 
642 F. 2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F. 2d 1091, 23 1 
USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Applicant's arguments appear to be substantially similar to 
those previously presented with the only difference being that the claim is directed towards 
"color scheme specifications" as opposed to "sets of color specifications", as previously set 
forth the Ellis et al. reference discloses the particular storage of a plurality of colors" wherein 
the system utilizes such to maintain a consistent structured presentation or user interface 
across applications. The act of maintaining a consistent user interface is construed as 
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ensuring the usage of a consistent set of colors, fonts, graphical elements, etc. between 
applications. The Craycroft et al. reference, teaches a method wherein a user may select 
between a plurality of themes which serve to define the color scheme or "sets of color 
specifications" utilized by the user interface. Accordingly, applicant's arguments are 
similarly found unpersuasive. 

With respect to applicant's remarks pertaining to the rejection of claim 105, in response 
to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In 
re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

In summary applicant's arguments regarding claim 105, appear to be directed upon 
similar grounds to those previously addressed whereby the combination fails to teach or 
suggest the ability for software modules to access "font characteristic specifications" in 
connection with the presentation of multiple structured presentations. As previously set 
forth, the Ellis et al. reference discloses the particular usage of an API so as to enable 
applications to share resources including stored "font specifications". Accordingly, the Ellis 
et al. reference generally discloses the ability for multiple applications to have a consistent 
user interface including the utilization of similar font types. The Kamen et al. reference 
discloses the ability for a user of a program guide to customize fonts. Given that Ellis 
teaches the desirability of maintaining a consistent user interface between program guide and 
non-program guide applications, it is the examiner's position that by designating the usage of 
a particular font characteristic for the program guide application that it would follow that a 
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similar font characteristic would propagate to other applications in order to maintain a 
consistent user interface between applications. Accordingly, applicant's arguments are not 
persuasive. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent 
any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to 
point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the 
time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claims 93-104 and 1 12-120 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ellis et al. (WO 00/05889), in view of Craycroft et al. (US Pat No. 6,73 1,3 10). 

In consideration of claim 93, the Ellis et al. reference discloses a method implemented by 
a "set-top terminal (STT)" [40] for the implementation of a common interface between a 
"first software module including an executable program configured" [76] and a "second 
software module including an executable program" [70] stored in respective "portions" of 



Application/Control Number: 09/693, 1 1 5 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2614 

"memory" (Page 2, Lines 9-29; Page 21, Lines 12-25). The method involves "storing color 
specifications in the STT which specify a plurality of colors" [92] (Page 20, Lines 9-27), a 
"first software module" [70] and a "second software module" wherein the software modules 
"provide" a first and second "television functionality including a first plurality of structured 
visual presentations, wherein each of the first plurality of structured visual presentation 
includes a plurality of graphical elements" (Figures 15-17B). The "set-top terminal" [40] 
"receives television service data from a server device remotely located from the STT" (Page 
15, Lines 6-29) and enables "the first software module to include a portion of the television 
service data in the first structured visual presentation" (Figure 16). Furthermore, the API 
[72] "enables" and "associates the first and second software modules" with a "color specified 
by the first set of color specifications", and "outputs" the "first structured visual 
presentation" and the "second structured visual presentation . . . [with] the at least one 
graphical element [being] displayed by the first set of color specifications" (Page 19, Line 6- 
27; Page 22, Lines 16-28; Page 23, Line 24 - Page 24, Line 5). 

As illustrated in Figure 29B, Ellis et al. teaches the usage of a setup menu so as to enable 
the user to customize various features of the program guide (Page 48, Lines 21-25). The 
reference, however, does not explicitly disclose nor preclude that "responsive to user input" a 
user is capable of "associating at least one graphical element with a color specified by the 
first set of color specifications" wherein the element is "contained" within the 
aforementioned visual presentations. Craycroft et al. discloses a method that may be applied 
to any type of display system having a user interface wherein the user is operable to 
"associate at least one graphical element" including text, icon, menu bar, etc. "with a color 
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specified by the first set of color specifications responsive to a user input" (Col 4, Lines 21- 
67; Col 5, Lines 35-64; Col 20, Line 46 - Col 21, Line 32). For example, a user may specify 
a particular "theme" associated with particular graphical element colors or "set of color 
specifications" for certain graphical objects and then associate other graphical objects with 
different "themes" associated with a "second set of color specifications" (Col 9, Lines 16-33, 
49-67). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made so as to provide the user with the ability in conjunction with the 
Ellis et al. display system with a user interface for the purpose of allowing application user to 
have additional flexibility and greater control over the appearance of the interface (Craycroft 
etal.: Col 3, Lines 9-12). 

In consideration of claim 112, the Ellis et al. reference discloses a method implemented 
by a "set-top terminal (STT)" [40] for the implementation of a common interface between a 
"first software module including an executable program configured" [76] and a "second 
software module including an executable program" [70] (Page 2, Lines 9-29). The method 
involves "storing color scheme specifications in the STT" [92] (Page 20, Lines 9-27), a "first 
software module" [70] and a "second software module" wherein the software modules 
"provide" a first and second "television functionality including a first plurality of structured 
visual presentations, wherein each of the first plurality of structured visual presentation 
includes a plurality of graphical elements" (Figures 15-17B). The "set-top terminal" [40] 
"receives television service data from a server device remotely located from the STT" (Page 
15, Lines 6-29) and via the API [72] "enables", "associates the first and second software 
modules with a . . . . color scheme specification", and "outputs" the "first structured visual 
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presentation" and the "second structured visual presentation" wherein both the "first" and 
"second plurality of letters are displayed" within the "first" and "second structured visual 
presentation according to the font characteristic specifications" in displaying a consistent 
user interface between software modules (Page 19, Line 6-27; Page 22, Lines 16-28; Page 
23, Line 24 - Page 24, Line 5). 

As illustrated in Figure 29B, Ellis et al. teaches the usage of a setup menu so as to enable 
the user to customize various features of the program guide (Page 48, Lines 21-25). The 
reference, however, does not explicitly disclose nor preclude that "responsive to user input 
corresponding to at least one selectable option provided by the STT" that the user may 
designate a particular "color scheme specification" to be utilized in conjunction with the 
shared applications. Craycroft et al. discloses a method that may be applied to any type of 
display system having a user interface wherein a user can "select" a "color scheme 
specification among said plurality of color scheme specifications responsive to user input 
corresponding to at least one selectable option provided by the STT, the selectable option 
corresponding to the selected color scheme specification" (Col 4, Lines 21-67; Col 5, Lines 
35-64; Col 20, Line 46 - Col 21, Line 32). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made so as to provide the user 
with the ability in conjunction with the Ellis et al display system with a user interface for the 
purpose of allowing application user to have additional flexibility and greater control over 
the appearance of the interface (Craycroft et al: Col 3, Lines 9-12). 
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Claims 94 and 1 16 are rejected wherein "the first television functionality is a video-on- 
demand (VOD) service" [76] and the "second television functionality is an interactive 
program guide (IPG) service" [70]. 

Claims 95 and 1 17 are rejected wherein "the first structured visual presentation includes a 
list of VOD rentals available via the STT" (Figure 16) and the "second structured visual 
presentation includes a list of broadcast programs available via the STT" (Figure 15). 

Claims 97 and 1 18 are rejected wherein a "structure of the first structure of the first 
structured visual presentation is substantially different from a structure of the second 
structured visual presentation". In particular, the "first structured visual presentation" 
(Figure 16) comprises a 4x1 grid structure while the "second structured visual presentation" 
comprises a 4x3 grid structure. 

Claims 96 and 101 are rejected wherein as illustrated in Figure 17B, wherein a "distinct 
portion of the first structured visual presentation in which the at least one graphical element 
is located corresponds to a portion of the second structured visual presentation where the at 
least one graphical element is located" such that "the second structured visual presentation 
overlays a portion of the first structured visual presentation" so as to present a combined 
structure. Claims 102 and 120 are rejected in light of the combined references. As 
aforementioned, the Craycroft et al. reference discloses that a user theme may specify a 
"plurality of respective colors" including the background color, the font color, and the 
highlight color (Col 20, Line 66 - Col 21, Line 1). The Ellis et al. reference teaches the 
maintenance of a consistent user interface between applications and associated "structured 
visual presentations". Accordingly taken in combination, "a first plurality of graphical 
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elements including in the first visual presentation have a plurality of respective colors 
specified by the selected color specification" and a "second plurality of graphical elements 
included in the second structured visual presentation have the plurality of respective colors 
specified by the selected color scheme" such that "each of the first plurality of graphical 
elements corresponds to one of the second plurality of graphical elements" in order to 
maintain a consistent appearance between applications. For example, both applications may 
utilize the same font color. 

Claim 98 is rejected wherein "the at least one graphical element is text" comprising a 
program title. 

In consideration of claim 99, the "at least one graphical element comprises an icon" such 
as a down arrow (ex. Figures 15-17B) that "corresponds to an input key" [130/134] on an 
input device configured to provide user input to the STT" (Figure 9). The Craycroft et al. 
reference discloses that particular displayed icons are modifiable in appearance (Col 4, Lines 
27-34). 

In consideration of claim 100, the Craycroft et al. reference discloses that the user is 
operable to create/nput" in the form of a particular pattern for the graphical element 
(Craycroft etal.: Col 21, Lines 5-10). 

Claim 104 is rejected wherein the user is operable to "associate a size with the at least 
one graphical element responsive to user input" (Craycroft et ah: Col 4, Lines 24-41). 

Claim 1 13 is rejected wherein the "first and second structured visual presentations 
include respective portions having a foreground color specified by the selected color 
specification" (Craycroft et al.: Col 17, Lines 32-52) 
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Claim 1 14 is rejected wherein the "first and second structured visual presentations 
include respective portions having a background color specified by the selected color 
specification" (Craycroft et al.: Col 20, Line 66 - Col 21, Line 1). 

Claim 1 15 is rejected wherein the "color scheme specifications specify at least three 
colors" such as the background color, the font color, and the highlight color (Craycroft et al.: 
Col 20, Line 66 - Col 21, Line 1). 

Claim 1 19 is rejected wherein as illustrated in Figure 17B, a "portion of the first 
structured visual presentation in which the first plurality of letters are located corresponds to 
a portion of the second structured visual presentation where the second plurality of letters are 
located" such that "the second structured visual presentation overlays a portion of the first 
structured visual presentation" so as to present a combined structure. 
7. Claims 105-1 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ellis et 
al. (WO 00/05889), in view of Kamen et al. (US Pat No. 6,421,067). 

In consideration of claim 105, the Ellis et al. reference discloses a method implemented 
by a "set-top terminal (STT)" [40] for the implementation of a common interface between a 
"first software module including an executable program configured" [76] and a "second 
software module including an executable program" [70] (Page 2, Lines 9-29). The method 
involves "storing font characteristic specifications in the STT" [92] (Page 20, Lines 9-27), a 
"first software module" [70] and a "second software module" wherein the software modules 
"provide" a first and second "television functionality including a first plurality of structured 
visual presentations, wherein each of the first plurality of structured visual presentation 
includes a plurality of graphical elements" (Figures 15-17B). The "set-top terminal" [40] 
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"receives television service data from a server device remotely located from the STT" (Page 
15, Lines 6-29) and via the API [72] "enables", "associates the first and second software 
modules with the font characteristics", and "outputs" the "first structured visual presentation" 
and the "second structured visual presentation" wherein both the "first" and "second plurality 
of letters are displayed" within the "first" and "second structured visual presentation 
according to the font characteristic specifications" in displaying a consistent user interface 
between software modules (Page 19, Line 6-27; Page 22, Lines 16-28; Page 23, Line 24 - 
Page 24, Line 5). 

As illustrated in Figure 29B, Ellis et al. teaches the usage of a setup menu so as to enable 
the user to customize various features of the program guide (Page 48, Lines 21-25). The 
reference, however, does not explicitly disclose nor preclude that "responsive to user input 
corresponding to at least one selectable option provided by the STT" that the user may 
designate a particular "font characteristic" to be utilized in conjunction with the shared 
applications. Kamen et al. discloses that "responsive to user input corresponding to at least 
one selectable option provided by the STT, the selectable option corresponding to the font 
characteristic specifications" that a different font characteristic may be utilized in 
conjunction with the display of an EPG (Kamen et al.: Col 13, Lines 26-41). Accordingly, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made so as to provide the ability for the user to designate a particular font characteristic in 
conjunction with the setup of Ellis et al. for the purpose of providing a means by which those 
with low visual acuity may read the information in the EPG and other non-program guide 
applications (Kamen et al.: Col 2, Lines 55-58). 
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Claim 106 is rejected wherein "the font characteristic specifications specify at least one 
of a font size, a font style, a font color, and a font outline characteristic" (Kamen et al.: Col 
13, Lines 26-29). 

Claim 107 is rejected wherein "the first television functionality is a video-on-demand 
(VOD) service" [76] and the "second television functionality is an interactive program guide 
(IPG) service" [70]. 

Claim 108 is rejected wherein "the first structured visual presentation includes a list of 
VOD rentals available via the STT" (Figure 16) and the "second structured visual 
presentation includes a list of broadcast programs available via the STT" (Figure 15). 

Claims 109 and 1 1 1 are rejected wherein as illustrated in Figure 17B, a "portion of the 
first structured visual presentation in which the first plurality of letters are located 
corresponds to a portion of the second structured visual presentation where the second 
plurality of letters are located" such that "the second structured visual presentation overlays a 
portion of the first structured visual presentation" so as to present a combined structure. 

Claim 1 10 is rejected wherein a "structure of the first structure of the first structured 
visual presentation is substantially different from a structure of the second structured visual 
presentation". In particular, the "first structured visual presentation" (Figure 16) comprises a 
4x1 grid structure while the "second structured visual presentation" comprises a 4x3 grid 
structure. 



Conclusion 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy 
as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory 
period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 
37 CFR 1. 136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Scott Beliveau whose telephone number is 703-305-4907. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9:00 a.m. - 6:30 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Miller can be reached on 703-305-4795. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access 
to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
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